II. Historicizing Attachment Theory:
Binding the Ties that Bind
INTRODUCTION
As critical thinkers and as feminists, we have the task of examining all assumptions underlying statements about gender. Our task is historical as well, to the extent that in being critical and being human, we cannot help but be influenced by the period in which we are doing the analysis. Feminist philosopher, Linda Alcoff (1997: 347) states that,
Gender is not a point to start from in the sense of being a given thing but is, instead, a posit or construct, formalizable in a nonarbitrary way through a matrix of habits, practices, and discourses. Further, it is an interpretation of our history within a particular discursive constellation, a history in which we are both subjects of and subjected to social construction. (emphasis added) I will show that the use of attachment theory as both a descriptive and an explanatory language of reproduction and child care as nurturance and relatedness, reveals how time and place both contextualize and problematize our thinking about women. In the case of attachment theory, feminists must ask a number of questions. Does the language of attachment theory carry with it implicit social class divisions? If so, what role might class divisions play in how attachment theory is used? In particular, does attachment theory serve to marginalize particular groups of women and/or divide women against each other? Finally, even if it has a history of misogyny, is attachment theory's present application in any way helpful in understanding the problems and issues of motherhood and child care?
In this article I explore the historical context for the development of attachment theory, as well as the meaning of attachment for those who invented it and for those who were affected by its application to their lives. I will show that the ideology of overdetermination and control as applied to women's reproductive abilities and the needs of children is implicitly structured in the language of attachment, by virtue of its specification of the tasks of woman as mother.
HISTORICAL MEANINGS OF MOTHERHOOD

Mothering within Patriarchy
Historical records reaching back to the change from matriarchal to patriarchal rule indicate that within patriarchal societies, equality was frequently denied women based solely on their biological abilities to bear, birth and feed children (Briffault, 1959; Gordon, 1974; Hubbard, 1995) . The form this inequality has taken, the language used to describe it, how it has impacted upon and confined women reproductively, along with women's experiences and views of this confinement, have varied widely. Over time, the meaning of motherhood for women and for others, has moved with the fluidity of sand, '[making] her identity relative to a constantly shifting context, to a situation that includes a network of elements involving others, the objective economic conditions, cultural and political institutions and ideologies' (Alcoff, 1997: 349) .
Those of us who live in 20th-century industrializing or industrialized societies are saturated with overwhelming propaganda idealizing the heterosexuallyconstructed, patriarchal nuclear family. Central to this notion of family is the idea that the woman, as primary care giver, is solely responsible for protecting the fetus before birth and the child during the first years of its development. The unit within which this responsibility is to take place has been atomized, reduced to its narrowest frame-of-reference: intact families containing biological parents and their children. Women's obligations inherent in 'doing' mothering are presently explained as a natural outcome of 'being' a mother. Mothering in this case is represented as the deified obligation to her fetus, infant and young child, who should have been conceived within the conjugal bliss of heterosexual love (see also, Haraway, 1989; Eyer, 1992) . So powerful is this ideology that in the late 1960s until the mid-1980s in Britain and the USA women began to regard this image of 'motherhood' as an invention they could challenge in their own lives by rejecting it, and replacing it with a new identity that divorced them from mothering (see Friedan, 1968; Firestone, 1970 ) . These 'runaway wives', as they were called, were shunned and ostracized by their communities, including communities of women (Franzblau and Halberstadt, 1997) .
Mothering as Marginalization
Although natural or essentialist explanations of women's responsibility for particular reproductive and child care outcomes have fallen along gender lines, essential divisions along the lines of class have also been conveyed, generating with it subjective women-differentiating experiences. These hegemonic divisions often turned women's potential commonalities and shared experiences into experiences of difference -of an oppositional and conflicting nature. For example, at the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, in the USA and Britain after the Second World War, and then during the 1980s and 1990s, essentialists argued that a woman's reproductive and child-rearing ability conflicted with and must win out over other interests women may have had, including education and work (e.g. May, 1988; Eyer, 1992; Franzblau, 1996) . In an analysis of mothering in Second World War Britain, Denise Riley shows that 'everything about the employment of married women in industry militated against their being taken seriously as real workers: by 1945 the dominant rhetoric held out an opposition between the mother and the woman worker' (Riley, 1983: 195) (emphasis added).
From the beginnings of industrialization, women in a number of countries in Europe and the Americas were thought of as belonging to two naturally distinct social classes. Middle-class women were encouraged to stay at home and bear children to support 'racial betterment', while working-class women were required to work no matter what their reproductive situation (Stepan, 1991; Franzblau, 1996) . Within this divisive essentialist discourse is an implicitly classed category of woman, whose 'special nature' is to be married and mother (Riley, 1983: 195) .
Mothering as Essentialist
On the surface, the present essentialist argument, including the argument of attachment theory, does not differ much from its historical predecessors. Essentialism assumes that women's reproductive abilities serve biological and evolutionary purposes (see Ainsworth and Bowlby, 1991) . These biologicallybased differences between men and women are used to justify differential treatment. Social class often serves as a subcategory of difference, and marginalization, within gender. Despite many arguments against this idea (Bleier, 1984; Fausto-Sterling, 1985) , and much research that challenges its genetic determinist conclusions (see Gottlieb, 1991) , essentialism continues to flourish. It has long had political and academic institutional support, deep pockets for the funding of research, various media for the communication of its ideas, and political and educational avenues for turning 'findings' into policy (e.g. Kamin, 1974; Stepan, 1991; Mink, 1995) . Within psychology, the biological/evolutionary argument for constraining women's reproductive and child-rearing decisions has become the norm by which all other arguments are measured. Significantly, so subtle and persuasive are these essentialist arguments that they can even, and often, present themselves as arguments in favor of nurture over nature. 24 Feminism & Psychology 9(1) Mothering as Creature Comfort Donna Haraway's (1989) critical analysis of Harry Harlow's studies of 'mother love' in the United States after the Second World War illuminated the impact of hegemonized ideas on psychological research, public policy and current wisdom. According to Haraway, Harlow designed his research to test Bowlby's theory that any mother-child separation posed a danger to the child. He proposed that his research would 'free . . . white middle-class . . . mothers from the tyranny of doctrines of the infant's need for non-working, full time, "natural" mothers' (Haraway, 1989: 235) . These claims were deceptive. While purporting to show that the child could just as easily experience care from fathers as from women/mothers, Harlow's research, in practice, served to naturalize the heterosexual nuclear family. The result, that fathers could 'mother', felt by many women in the USA as relief from the burdens of motherhood, actually rendered women dispensable, given that their 'essential' mothering function (defined by Harlow as 'comfort') could be extracted and duplicated in the laboratory. Woman as mother was represented in this rhesus monkey research, as a caricature of herself, one who was available 24 hours a day, within the boundaries of nuclear, heterosexual family structures. Of course, this women-rejecting view of mother emerged from Bowlby's story of the infant as potentially abandoned and isolated (see Bowlby, 1973) , the remedy for which had to be 100 percent eternal 'mother love' or its equivalent substitute 'father love' (Haraway, 1989: 235) . The resort to engineering the bonding of tortured rhesus monkeys with cyclopean-eyed cloth structures for an understanding of early human relationships 'owes its power to its claims to scientific knowledge which legitimate, even mandate, the setting aside of moral qualms and squeamishness' (Burman, 1994: 89) . Acceptance of this mother-ascloth comfort metaphor also relies on our willingness to forget that metaphors are imbedded in economic, political, cultural and ideological contexts, which provide permission for their use. Nevertheless, the Harlow monkey stories continue to initiate developmental discussions concerning the beginnings of social relationships, relying on the metaphor of mother as providing 'creature comfort'. This revealing story shows the value of imbedding theory, research and practice in historical context. It also shows the role that ahistoricality plays in preserving certain gendered assumptions (Alcoff, 1997) . To counter the reaction fostered by ahistoricality, we must look more deeply into how historical conditions foster essentialist/maternalist reproductive policies.
Mothering as Social Darwinists Preferred It
During the period North American historians call the Progressive (sic!) Era , essentialist thinking and policies were driven by political and economic forces also related to industrialization. The ruling classes in a number of countries, including Brazil, Mexico, Argentina, Cuba, the USA, Britain, Italy, France and Germany, implemented restrictive reproductive and early child care strategies, which they imposed upon women. These strategies grew out of international meetings of eugenically-oriented researchers and theoreticians, who compared and cross-fertilized (sic!) their ideas. The question of how best to use women's productive and reproductive abilities was resolved by each country, taking into account the needs of industry, the class and ethnic makeup of each country, and the racially motivated fears of each country's upper class (Stepan, 1991) . Within each context, women's reproductive and early child-rearing attributes were 'valorized' (Alcoff, 1997) , rendering them ahistorical and essentialist.
In the USA during this period, essentialist reproductive and early child-rearing policies drew on maternalist thinking. These maternalists 'targeted mothers in social policy and asserted the social and political significance of the maternal role . . . All maternalists subscribed to the ideal of domestic motherhood' (Mink, 1995: 5) . Maternalist policies in the USA impacted upon women in two ways: (1) they restricted a woman's right to determine when, how and with whom to have or not have children; and (2) they influenced the definition of what constitutes good caregiving for the children of these women. Although many maternalists (many of whom were middle-class white women) (Mink, 1995) had somewhat enlightened ideas about how to improve the conditions of women's lives, all were steeped in the ideology of eugenics, the proposition that we need to 'bring . . . no more individuals into the world than can be properly cared for, and those only of the best stock' (Galton, 1914) . During this period and later, the enlisting of women's reproductive ability in the service of 'the race' (Stepan, 1991; Franzblau, 1996) , frequently served as a metaphor for the marginalization of immigrant women, poor women and Black women (see also, Children's Defense Fund, 1997).
Mothering under Fascism
The economic deprivation created by the Great Depression provided the atmosphere for extreme forms of essentialist thinking in a number of countries, including Brazil, Argentina, the USA, Britain and Germany. Fascist ideology in Germany provided a unique breeding ground for eugenic proposals to increase marriage and fertility rates of middle-and upper-class 'Aryan' women and to selectively sterilize various categories of 'unfit' (e.g. Jewish, Romany) women. Under Nazi leadership, birth control was made illegal; potential marriage partners were guided to 'eugenic counseling' centers; the punishment for abortion increased in severity; and arrests and convictions of people performing or aiding an abortion doubled (Koonz, 1987) . 'Aryan' women were required to leave their jobs and become breeders of 'Aryan' children.
Nazi leaders argued that evolutionary forces required that German women confine themselves solely to reproduction and early child care. Guida Diehl, a highranking Nazi organizer, proposed that the state subsidize women who stay home 26 Feminism & Psychology 9(1) and devote their time to child-rearing and housework. Her proposals drew from Hitler's directive that,
[The] work of care and education must begin with the young mother . . . [I]t must and will be possible, by a thorough training of . . . mothers, to achieve a treatment of the child in his first years that will serve as an excellent basis for future development (Hitler, trans. 1962 , in Koonz, 1987 . (emphasis added)
Mothering during the Second World War
During the Second World War, when it became apparent the maternalist activities in Germany served genocidal policies (Kelves, 1985) , the more blatant eugenic rhetoric in other countries was softened (Mazumdar, 1992) . In the United States, working-as well as middle-class women were discouraged from any form of paid labor 'through welfare stipulations, which exchanged women's promise to stay home for financial help' (Mink, 1995) . Work regulations limited the kinds of jobs women could take; and high schools and colleges steered women into gender-dichotomized home economics programs. The paid but 'unnatural' public labor of women workers was deemed antithetical to the unpaid but 'natural' and privatized labor of motherhood. The Second World War, however, brought about a new set of conditions, which offered a unique challenge to maternalist policy-makers. Women began to enter the workforce to take jobs held by men before they left for military service. Although ruling classes in the USA were concerned about this apparent contradiction and temporary obstacle to maternalist policies, maternalist objectives never varied. For example, in order to provide working women with temporary child care services, other women workers were simply trained to 'mother' (Mink, 1995) while seemingly contradictory propaganda in the the form of film, music, print media extolled the virtues and musculature of the woman factory worker (May, 1980) . The fluctuating needs of industry during and after the war, in both Britain and the USA impacted upon women as mothers and as workers. While women who worked required that child care provisions be made, industry's determination for child care was based not on women's social needs, but 'were increasingly tied in with the fluctuating needs of . . . employers' (Riley, 1983: 135) .
The hostility to mothers working outside the home increased in Britain and the USA after the war and was bolstered by ruling class fears that (upper-class/white) birth rates were declining too rapidly. Further, despite women's interest in the social and financial benefits of paid public labor, the problems engendered by working for low pay for long hours without child care propelled them back to the home. This 'choice' was supported by the various governments, whose maternalist and pronatalist ideology of the 1930s continued in the post-war period to provide a rationale for sending women home to reproduce. The needs of children to be cared for, and the fact that women are positioned as taking exclusive Special Feature: FRANZBLAU: Binding the Ties that Bind 27 responsibility for those needs, were translated into the fixed properties of mothers: valorized, unproblematized, essentialized (Alcoff, 1997) . Maternal deprivation theory certainly provided one conceptual framework for pronatal ideology as it intersected with the demands of industrialists.
Mothering after the War
In the USA, federally funded day care centers, which had provided some working women with day care during the war, began to close down; and the range of jobs available to women narrowed. Through film, and the newly emerging medium of television, woman was reinvented as yielding her independence for the obligation to be a good wife, mother and housefrau; heterosexual marriage and child-rearing were extolled as a woman's patriotic duty (May, 1988) , as well as her romantic inclination; and eugenicists argued as strongly as they had during the Victorian era, that the strains of education would impede the woman's ability to conceive (see Thompson, 1949) .
Enter Bowlby
It was during this post Second World War period that British psychiatrist John Bowlby was asked by the World Health Organization to report on children who had been orphaned as a result of the bombings in Britain during the war (Bowlby, 1951) . As a psychoanalytically trained psychiatrist, Bowlby began with the premise that children were motivated by a strong, unconscious need for mother, and the 'maternal' deprivation led to orphaned children's feeling of anxiety, isolation and later delinquency (Ainsworth and Bowlby, 1991) . To this he added that evolutionary survival served as the necessary and sufficient reason for a long, sustained and intimate relationship betweeen all species of mother and child. Bowlby argued that selective attachment to mother provides emotional security and creates the basis for later social relationships (see Birns, this volume for an extensive review of Bowlby's theory). When theory is in the interest of those in power, policy is not far behind, and there was certainly nothing in Bowlby's history or thinking to suggest that he would contradict the prevailing maternalist ideology. Bowlby suggested that to ensure that this constant attention take place, a number of policies be implemented, including (1) marriage guidance to decrease the ignorance of techniques necessary for happy heterosexual marriage; (2) the redistribution of monies from day care services to housekeeping services for mothers, so that they stay home and concentrate their efforts on child care; and (3) the creation of rest homes where mother and their children could go during times of marital stress, again lessening the need for out-of-family child care (Bowlby, 1952) . Although Bowlby's message of domestic motherhood was more subtle, complex and contradictory than that of Nazi Guida Diehl's, some key similarities in policy suggestions about mother-child relations should be noted. 28 Feminism & Psychology 9(1) 
Challenges and Backlash
In the 1960s the still unsubstantiated idea that infants and mothers were biologically predisposed to develop strong attachments to one another was heavily popularized (Eyer, 1992) . And again it was challenged, this time by the women's rights movements of the 1960s and 1970s. Feminist authors and activists criticized and revolted against crippling compulsory heterosexual ideology (Friedan, 1968; Firestone, 1970) , with some women flatly rejecting being mothers, leaving both husbands and children in a search for education, jobs and a new identity (Franzblau and Halberstadt, 1997) . A movement, however, is not a revolution, and the power to reassert maternalist ideology remained intact. The subtle forms these ideas took after the end of the Second World War were abandoned in the 1980s and 1990s (a.k.a. the Reagan era). Renowned North American pediatrician, T. Berry Brazelton, went so far as to claim that low scores on intelligence and language tests, and violent crimes, including terrorism (Brazelton, 1988 , cited in Eyer, 1992 could result from lack of close early contact between mothers and their babies.
Contradictions of Cultural Feminism
The use of attachment theory by feminist developmental and clinical psychologists to explain women's obvious and unending responsibilities for child care, the nurturance that children require for healthy development, and later problems that most of us have in relatedness and relationships, all stand in contradiction for feminists' claims that when women are defined and understood by women, sexist discourse will end. When I hear this argument, I am reminded of the political positions held by former Prime Minister of Britain, Margaret Thatcher, present United States Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, and former UN Ambassador from the United States, Jean Kirkpatrick. There is nothing essential about women that implies, much less determines, the moral high ground in any number of domains.
The dominant discourse regarding women's reproductive and child-rearing tasks has rarely been presented in the absence of sexism. Themes that espouse freedom from cultural restraint, an implicit naturality and ahistoricality 'turn . . . the complex disorder of individual development into orderly steps to maturity, reflect[ing] explicit social interests in maintaining social control within and between social groups and nations' (Burman, 1994: 19) . The notion that there is some inherent glue that unites mother and child, simplifies, depoliticizes and removes from historical review the exploitative and oppressive conditions under which most women reproduce and mother. Attachment pretends to explain social development as an evolutionary and biologically determined phenomenon, and as such, it represents the tradition of predetermining and controlling women's reproductive tasks and children's child-rearing needs. It is imbedded in a history of misogynist discourse; and has emerged historically from that discourse. Alcoff agrees that any essentialist formulation of womanhood, even when put forward by feminists, '"ties" the individual to [any aspect of] her identity as a woman . . . [and] . . . cannot represent a solution to sexism ' (1997: 336) .
I opened this article with the question: even if attachment theory emerged from a history of misogyny, is its present application in any way helpful in understanding the problems and issues of motherhood and child care? My answer is no! Only if what women do is disentangled from essentialist arguments that she is naturally given to doing it, which requires that we look at issues of class exploitation, racism, political and economic expediency, can we move to a helpful understanding of the issues of motherhood and child care.
